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Suctessriul military operations are the culmination of cararul
planning based upon <learly articulated national and operational
objestives, When planning the campaign, the commander nust be
completely awara o the palitical sensitivities and objactives so thar
his operation achieves the national objectives. Additionally, the
comrander must have the required forces available when needed so %that
he =an quickly and forcefully execute his operation and successfully
tarminate military involvement. These key factors required for
successful military oparations were absent during the planning and
execution of the Anglo, French and Israeli intervention in Egypt
during the Suez Crisis of 1956. As a direct result, the operation was
a political and military failure which failed to achlieve the
objectives of the nations involved. The United States must apply the
lessons learned from the 19%5 Suez Crisis as 1t resources its military
forces in the wake of lcoming budget reductions. FKowhere is the
necessity to ensure adherence to the Army Chief of Staff's imperatives
for the future of the Army more clearly identified than in the lessons
of the 1955 Suez military operations.
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A3 avidanzad by tha United Izatas' razent infarvantion
in Fanama, Axeriza nmust madntain its capabilidy o proleast
milirtary powsar to prota2ct its national interests It is
zlearly cvidan% that the synchronization of politizal and
military objestivas and the operational planning for Oper-
arien Jusk Cau 2 resulted 1a the highly successiul axecution
D a zanmpaign that will bacome a model against which futura
rowar projaction operations will be maasuraed.

Similar military operations have not baen as succass—
ful. This papar analyzaes one such campaign, the 1956 Anglo,
Frensh and Israeli war against Egypt, and identifies the
reasons for that military venture to fail to achieve the
political objactives desired by the governments involved.

Az will bte seen, lessons learned from analysis of the 1956
Suez Crises can be applied directly to the present day
formulation of nationsl strategy and corresponding restruc-
turing of U.S. military forces in the aftermath of tke
trsrzendous changes occurring in the U.S,S.R. and Eastern
Europe.

As with any event that occurs in a volatile and complex
area like the ¥iddle East, thera is no single cause that
precipitated the conflict that took place in Sinal Desert
and the Suez Canal in Octobar and Novemwber of 1956. The
effects of the dissolution of the English and French
colonial emp!ves, the rising nationalism of Arab countries

and their antagonism to the survival of the Israell state,




and the dotiraes 3L Th Wastarn Fowars T 2antain the opraasd
of toarmunism -=- all couplad with the perconalitias of strong
wiilad national laaders == provided the ingredienws ror an
axplesiva aituation. Tha 2tatalyst that gat off the Suez
risis was the nationalization of the Suez Canal by Egype’'s
Brazidont, Gamel Abdul Nasser, on 25 July 1995,

Naszcer had bacome the preenminent Arab leader and the
leading spokesman for Arad nationalisnm, His belief that
only a strong Egypt could sit at the bargaining table and
negotiata with Israel had raused him to turn to the I.3.5.R
for arms support aiter repeatad eiforts to obtain arms f{rom
the West. (L)

At the same time he saw Egypt belng threatenad by an
aggrzxsive neighbor, he and his country were subjected to
what was perceived by them to be a blow to their national
pride. This occurred when the United States, on 19 July
1956, refused tw provide financial assistance to Egypt for
construction of the Aswan Dam project on the Nile River. As
a direct result, Nasser nationalized the Suez Canal two
waeks later. His desires were not only to have full control
over the revenues the Canal generated, but also to recover
full savereignty over every inch of Egypt and to eliminate
foreign influence over the economy. (2)

Reaction to the nationalization of the canal by the
British, French and Israelis was focussed upon two primary
issues. The first was the man, Nasser. All three countries
saw him as the leader of a dangerous Arab nationalist

movement that was becoming stronger and was a threat to each
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country: [sraal's survival, France's colonial interests (o
Algaria, and Britain's continuad pra2santa and prestige in
tha Xiddle Easz. Th2 Britich and French Prime Ministaers =--
Anthony Edan and Guy Molat raspectively ~- saw Nasser as
Hitler incarnate and regarded tha Suez as a potential second
Munich if thay failed to respond.

The second concern was 2cononic. England and France
viewad a nationalized <anal undar full Egyptian control as a
threat to the flow of oil from Iran and the Gulf States.
England saw hersalf sut off from Asia, and from trade with
her colonies and former colontes. Both England and France
parceived Nasser's act as thefit of property from the stock-
holders of the Canal Holding Company =~ & stock company that
owned and managed the canal -- in spite of Nasser's pledge
to reimburse the stockholders for their shares., While
Israel had been prohibited from using the canal prior to
nationalization, the Israeli Prime Minister, David
Ben~Gurion, saw Nasser's act as further proof that Egypt was
becoming more aggressive and that war was inevitable.

The response by Britain and France was to begin
formulating a national strategy that had as it aims to
return the Suez Canal to western control, and to destroy
Nasser and neutralize his ability to suppoart nationalistic
1 causes in the region. (3) While other elements of power —-
partlcularly, economic and political elements —-— were
exercised in coordination with the military element, the use
of military power was viewed as the essential means of

{ regaining control of the Canal from the begianing. Israel's
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izsolation in the araa laft her no opsion athar =hau miligary
i sho chose to acet.

The initicl Zsaire 2r hazh tvha Britizh and Fren:l
SOVRrnzents was to Act EWittly and Zovadlivily with »filsary
£ Abawt a solution 42 =ha problam wulth
3:tion, lumediataely after Nasiar's Jeclarasion of national-
ization, would have had broad pudlic support and may have
baan Suscessiul,

A zross overestimation of Egyptian capability precludad
any aggressive response by the British and French, The
{intelligence assessment of Egyptian capability was based on
receipt of modern equipment provided by the Russians and not
on an aggregate analysis of equipment, training and force
readiness. Other sources estimated that only 30 of 200
Soviet tanks were operational at the time and that the Air
Force was in similar straits, with only 30 of the 100 new
Mig-15 fighters and 10 of the 50 Ilyushin bombers
combat-ready. (4) 'Noshe Dyan, Chief of the israeli General
Staff at the time, believed that a rapid and forceful
response at this early time would have crumbled Nasser's
ailitary and achieved its objectives, (5)

Vhile soms light forces from each nation may have been
abla to respond quickly, the overestimate of the capability .
of the Egyptian armed forces by British and French military
leaders convinced all concerned that a heavier and more
powarful force would be necassary to accompiish the goals uf

the operation. Modern fighters and bombers were either in

NATO and would take some time to deploy to. the area; or were
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sTarionad {n Arab sountries who would objoct to thatir oazas
baing usad to atsack another Arab state. <yprus had baen
dacicnatad the strategis baca in thoe Meditarranazan aroa by
the British, but had not bheen built up to provide such a
capabliliity and was {tself the focus of a war of s2lf-
determination. [t would have to ba improvad to be used as a
staging basza.

The majority of the British Army's strategic reserva was
involved {n anti-terrorist activities on the island of
Cyprus. Paratroopers stationed on the i{sland had not done
parachute training for months, and the infantry and
zomreandos had not practiced amphibious or combined arms
training for over a year. There were no transport aircraft
and only two landing ship tanks (LSTs) in the area of
cperation. Almost all of the amphibious landing craft were
in mothballs in England. The only armored force in the area
was the 10th British Armored Division, stationed in Libya.
However, the division had no tank transports, limiting its
mobility. In the end the division could not have been used
because the Libyan government would not grant permission f{or
it to stage from Libya te attack its Aradb neighbor. (6>

The French Army was little better off. Although 1t was
a more combat~seasoned force because of lts experiences in
Southeast Asia and Algeria, the Algerian struggle had
drained off the resarves; and, like the Britisk, they Lkad
only a few landing craft and air transports available.

The assessment nf the respective Chiefs vl Staff vas

that in order to achiave the strategic objectives, it wouid
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;r:sik&tq£§ 51# wod¥Ed btafere tha proftess of integratieon
1234 the4twﬁ Qa;;an'z fui »2% and othar praparatiang would ba
sonplava and aflansivs oparations zould ka undersakan. ¢?)

Farzar had :orrecsly assumad that the British and
Franch would not b2 able to take military action against hin
whan he decsided to execute his plan to nationalize the
sanual. He baliaved that Britain could not cooperatz with
{srael nor risk i{ts position and interests in the Niddle
East. His assessment of British force dispositions and
capabilities lad him to conclude correctly that it would
taka at least two months for th British to mobilize a force
sapable of taking action against him. By that time he
teliaved that a diplomatic arrangement would be negotiated.
France, he assessed, was occupied in Algeria to the extent
that she would not ba able to participate in armed action
against Egypt. (8)

It is clear that the lack of preparedness of the
British and French to react immediately and resolutely t
the Egyptian natinmnalization had teen assessed corractly by
Naszer. Neither country had the capability to deter Nasser;
and, once be acted, neither could present a credible show of
force to cause him to back dawn. Both governments wvere,
however, determined that Hasser's Nationalizatlon Act was
not going to remain unchallenged. Actions to increase force
preparedness began. Reservists were moblllized, forces were
brought to increased readiness and repositioned, and
aircraft and technicians were moved to Cyprus, which was

transformed into an operational base. (9}
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A combined Anglo-Frorqak staff was formed to bagin
planning tha campaign. (Figura 11» [t was decided thatr tha
Rrinizh would take the lead bacausas Egypz had traditionally
taan in the English sphere of influence, and bacause both
syprus and Malta, which would be the staging and support
basas for the oparations, were British facilities. The
"special relationship” with Armerica that could be claimed by
the British also contributed to the decision for British
laadership in the operation in hopes that Britain's
influance with the U.S. would help maintain American
neutralizy. ¢10)

The Commandar of British Land Forces in the Xiddlas East
-= General Sir Charles XKneightly =-- was appointed Supremna
Allied Commander; Vice Admiral D'Escadre Barjot, Commander
of the French Mediterranean Fleet, was named deputy.
Lieutenant General Sir Hugh Stockwell was designated the
commander of land forces. General Andre Beaufre, his
deputy, was also the commander of all French land troops.
The naval and air force joint command structures were
similarly crganized, with each service under British command
with a French deputy. (11)

By 5 August the joint staff was working in the old
Second World War apartments under the Thames River preparing .
the plan for joint operations against Egypt.(12) As will be
seen, the selection of this planning site foretold the type
of operation that was to be planned. The staff translated
the political aims of the operation into operational

objectives and determined the conditions that would




sonstitute su2eess.  In this operation the declared aim was:

“t2 wount joint oparations against Egypt to restore tha
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Canal to international control."(13) This ainm appaarad
straightforward oteration to cccupy the canal; howaver, tha
unstatad, overriding, political aim of hoth Britain and
Franse was the removal of Nasser and installation of a
ragirmen less hostile to the West. (14)

The dosire by the leaders of the British and French
govaramants to topple Nasser dictated that the center of
gravity for the operation would have to be the defeat ol
Egyptian Armed Forces and the occupation of Cairo. (15) This
m2ant that a relative quick strike by lighter, more trans-
portable forces against key targets in the canal "hat would
provide control of the Suez would not be possible. The
desira to topple Nasser took away military optiors that
would have enabled the allies to act quickly to capitalize
on the initial popular support for action prior tg the
worldwide diplomatic pressure to settle the dispute by
negotiation.

Prior to the Suez nationalization, the bulk of Egypt's
land forces had been either positioned in, or oriented to
defense of the Sinal against the Israelil threat. However,
with the saber rattling and overt actions by the British and
French, Nasser had increased the Northern Egyptian Command
to a fully operational level and had began pulling forces
from the Sinai to defend approaches to Cairo from Alexandria
and the canal. (16)

It was estimated by the Combined Staff planners that,
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whila she Egvprian armer forqes may not be able vo fully
axacut2 mobile operations, thay would pose a formidable
cbatacla {f the units were fought from dafansiva
pasitions. (17) Given thig estimate of aneny strength and
capability, it was proposad to executae a World War l! style
amphibious operation, with heavy forees landing at
Alexandria and then prozeeding to Cairo. (18)

The plan, naxad "Xusketeer" had four phases. The first
phase would ba a 2 day air operaticn designed to destroy the
Egyptian Air Force. A coordinated air and land assuale
would secura Alexandria the next day. Over tha naxt waek
forces would ba put ashore and assembled for the final
assualt on Caira, (19) (Figure 2)

The plan envisioned borbing to destroy Egyptian
aircralft and the airfields from which they operated in order
to gain air superiority. The assault phase had a planned
shore bombardment by naval forces as a prelude to the
assualt of Alexandria. Airborne operations would secure the
flanks of the operational area and an armered breakout would
move toward Cairo and the climactic battle with the Egyptian
forces. It sounded like a another D-Day, 1944.

The plan was approved m the 8th of August by Eden and
confirmed shortly thereafter by Mollet. (20) D-Day was set
for 16 September, with air action to begin on the 13th of
the month. (21 The force began assembling to move, with the
British 3d Armored Division preparing to embark in Britain
and forces in Cyprus, Malta, and Algeria assembling for

movepent.
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By

Howaver, dark clouds were beginning to lecom over tha
antirs endeavor. Tramendous politisal pressure was bhaing
brousht zo baar on the British and French nor to take
military action to resolve the erises. The Unitad States
was prassing hard for a negotiated settlement. YTresidant
Eigenhowar and Sacratary of State Dulles viewad the i(33u2 as
"a business dispute over the control <% a public
utility."¢22) Eden's public support was steadily erading ac
hore. In the time Nasser had controlled the canal, the
pradictad econonmic collapsa had not taken place. The <anal
had continued to pass traffic without {nterruption. As
such, Eden's political support was also thining, and he was
struggling to hold what support he had. (23) The i{nability
to respond to the naticnalization quickly was beginning to
axact a penalty -— loss of support and will of the British
public.

The difficulties in assembling the large farce, its
necessary transpoirt means and logistic support caused a
postponement of D-Day to 25 September. Again time was
Eden's enemy. While the French continued to be resolute,
Eden soon visualized the magnitude of the civilian and
military casuvalties that were going to result from the
aerial and naval bombardment, and from the subsequent
assualt against a large fortified city. He correctly
foresaw the cutcry this would cause at home and inter-
nationally. He ordered the military objective changed from
Alexandria to Port Said, a smaller city that appeared to be

less well-defended. (Figure 3) Selection of Port Said also

10




fosuszad the ascauln agalinzst the canal and {ts contrel,
aftar whizh Nassaer's Army and Cairo 2ould ba povad agalinst
iY 17 w3 nocassary.

This alteration wag mere than a <hanga in objective.

Tha conzapt of th2 operation began to shift from a full
s2ala invasion and war to dadtroy thae Egyptian Arrced Forzes.
T A "police" action with lirmited objactives, Limitations
ware %o b2 placed on the freadom of action of field
sonmandars.  In sum, political issues were geing to take
front s2at over military issues.

The revisaed plan was dubbad "Xusketeer (Revised).” A
2anterpiece to the planning for its execution was that it
was to ba conductad "cleanly" with as few Egyptian and
iriendly casualties as possible commensurate with attaining
the nilitary objectives of the operation. ¢24) Ironteally,
the revised concept could have bean axacuted earlisr had the
risk of employing a lighter force been taken or had Eden asd
Mollet not directed that an aim of the campaign was to
eliminate Nasser.

The details of the revised plan were filled out during
September and early October 1956. The congept was based
upon a sequenced campalign. The campaign included an
expanded air operation of S days to destroy the Egyptian Alr
Force. The air offensive included a psychological bombing
campaign to create an atmosphere of hysteria in the Egyptian
people to either force Nasser from power or, at the least
force him to negotiate. The 5 days would also allow time to

transport the assault force from Cyprus for the amphibious

11
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operazion. The air phaze would be followad by an atr
azgauwlr %o gasure Ports Jald and Fouad for tha offloading of
tha haavy forces.  The armored forses would then movs
auizkly =ne sasure the canal and then push on so Cairo if
nesasadry. It was hopad that tha canal could be gacured in
4 no 1O days. t29)(Figure 4)

B8y this time tha steady erosien of support for the
oparation had hecoma a flood which threataned to sink Eden
and his plans bafore thay could be executad, Division
witlin EBden's Congervative Party was daep, and the majorizy
of lts mambars were becoming disenchanted with a military
solution. Critics of the plan questioned the elimination of
Hasser; and, if that was successful, thay believed that the
concapt for a post-Nasser government was vague., In the face
of sha continued opposition at horma and the sirong sentiment
againgt British and French views worldwide, Eden came to
accept tha fact that a negotiated settlement under the
auspices of the United Nations might be the only possible
solution. He agreed to talk to the Egyptians; Mollet
reluctantly concurred. (26)

Xilitary planning and force preparations, however,
continuved unabated and the invasion date was only delayed
until nid-Octobar —-- not cancelled -- while the United
Nations attempted to resolve the crisis.

It is now time for the final actor to make an entrance
onto the stage. Israel had not been sitting by idly
observing the activities of the other parties concerned.

She had been taking military action against Palestirnian and

12




Egvptian Zarees In the 3inati and Gaza Sivip. The purpose of
thaza oparations was to 2liminate the fodavean (Palastinian

varriilas) as a thraat and te degotrey their operations and

0}

2]

upply bages. lIsrael was nut at all displeased by the
prospett of nilizary opersiions against Egypt. The growing
military <capability of the Egyptian Armed Forces -=
parsicularly, the Air Force -~ was an serious concarn.
Tensions had grown to tha point that Israel and her Prixa
Kiniszar, Ben~Gurion, considerad confiict ilnevitadble.

Ben-urion's ccnvizction that wor was imminent lad to
his decision that 2 preemptive strike was nacessary. He
established as his aims the destruction of fedaveaen bazes in
the Gaza to elipinate their threat of commando raids on
Israsgl, to free tha Gulf of Akuba for Israell shipping, and
to tarnish Nasser's military prestige to prevent a unified
Avab canpaign to destroy Israel. (27) Ben~furion believed
that the time to attack was right. Much of the world was
focussed on the Suez situvation. The super powers, mean—
while, were engrossed in their own affairs: the United
States on its presidential election and the Soviet Union on
crushing the Hungarian uprising. On 25 October he ordered
saecret mobilization as he laid the foundation for the
conspiracy that Israel, France, and England hoped would
deceive the world. (28)

A special relationship between France and Israel had
avolved over a period of several years. In the early 1950s
French socialists had developed a fealing of solidarity with

the governing socilalist party of Israel and had taken on the
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respondsibilizy %o provide arxg to help thav struggliing
nation aurvivae. The relaxfonzhip had zotitinued s Franca
remained Israel's most reliabla arns gsupplier. After the
nationalization of tha <anal, tha two <opuntries hagan
worxing closely togethar. France was interasted &n
altnernativas to Britizh assistance, as that ally bagan o
appear logs Zirnly committad to a military enterprige to
ragain control of the canal.

Franch leadars 4id not confide to Edan thelir growing
soliusion wizth Iarael. Eden was not a Iriend of Israsl.
Tha current [3rzall lasdershiy was conmprisad of tha wame
individuals who had Zought a terrorict war agalnat thas
British and warae 3till regardad as terrorists by many zanior
Brisish laaders. Edan also knew, that {f he allied himself
with Israsl, Britain's {niluence with Arab nations of the
Middle East would be severely damsged., Had he known that
Franc2 had been conferring with Israel he msy not have basn
puilad into the military alliance yith Franze. As it was,
Franse had assured itself that it would have a war, aone way
or another. If England pulled cut -~ 2 situation which was
looking all the more likely =+ then they could side with
Israel. The fguestion was not if Egypt wsas going to be
attacked, but when and by whom. (29) '

By early October the crisis had been ongoing for 10
weeks, Military forces were benefiting from the time to
train and sharpen their skills, but it was difficult to keep
the soldiers' intensity at peak level. Reservists were

becoming particularly outspoken in their desire to be
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Cdemobilized.  Vhile the msferity of zhe Francsh paople auill

favored fusarvantion, the Brivish wore firmly on the side of
nagatistion. However. Edon utill believad 1T was nacassary

e az%  He wanzed %2 right thoe wrong done to England and

i

ar prasTiga, and whet iacluded Naczer's romoval fronm pawser.
Asaiﬂsz thig backdrop and the growing tenmions in the
¥iddle East being fueled by larasli concéruns over threst of
8 combinad Arab otrike against them, the British learnsd of
the culluaian‘EQtwaea,:ho Iaracli and French govarnmaents.
At thiz point Eden wsas a9t ag quick to rule out an ulllance
with Israel as long ag the allianes remained secrat, (30)
The Fronch than presanted a proposal that would provide the
basis for British and French intervention ia the Canal Zone.
The Israelis would launch a preemptive strike against Egypt
ir %he Sinai. The conflict would endanger the continuad
aperations of the canal. Under the pretext cf protecting
tha Suez, Britain and France would demand that both nations
withdraw from an area of 10 milas around the canai. The
wording of the ultimatum would be such that Egypt could not
possibly accept the demand. The allies would then occupy
the canal to protect it and to ensure that operations would
continue without interference or damage. In sum, a graat
fraud was being planned that would amount to an annulment of
the nationalization act and would ensure that the Suez Canal
would be returned to control of the European powers. Eden
was enthusiastic and accepted the concept as presented. (31)
Britain, France and Israel had established an alliance imong

thenmselves to fc ‘ce Egypt to drop its claim to the
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The plan o zoordinata tha assiony 2f the thra
sanagpiring nations «ad Iinpla and rather etrajghiforward
Iz waz agroed zhat the oparations spuld ba anasunad by 29
Qazobar 1309, The Israsll zirike across the Sinad had boen
sraviously plannad and was roady Yor suecufionr. The
anglo-French intervantion would raguirs the oxaeution of the
surrant “Xushoetoor (Revisad)" sampaign plan.

The only modification rmade to thage axisting plans was
tha incorporation of allted support to the Israeli slan.
Yhile lasraal was coniident that she could defasat tha

Egyptian ground forces, the capability of the Egyptian Alr

Dg‘

orse was 2 concarn. Israel Ifeared that the Egyptian Alr

1)

orce might be able to use i{ts long range capability to bomb
Israeli territory. Total commitment of the [srazli alr
Force to support of ground operations left Israelil rear
araas without adaquate air cover. The allies agreed to
provide Israel 65 fighters and pilots during the i{nitial
phsse of the campaign. These forces were to provide
additional air cover until destriaction of the Egyptian Air
Force could be completed during the first phase of the
intervention, (33)

For tha campaign to commence by the agreed date,
General Stockwell, who had not been informed aof the
collusion plan until the 26th of October, had to begin
emtarking forces immediately. As z result, ground forces
were aboard ship, and naval and air force elements were

assembled and ready to strike within hours of the lIsraeli

16




b
/L |

!
L4 '._.. [ X 1d ...
) :-.-i:c-i‘-!-v MEXJ

ahe

PORT SKID

» \
! / -
ISKALL

l \ !
. WITLA PASS A2
aoion

- s'rz § v Sanat.
NN
SINAI
[]
GULF OF orF
) SULt ‘ ,
J SAUDI
g ARABIA
. LCAPT
: i TA/SIYY
STAITS OF
TIRAR
aﬂ!—"—'—":‘ﬂms
SCALL FLL Sth .

SINAT Ol priIons




Attatsk -- pricr to announcemans of the ultimatum by the
British and Franch goveranmanss.

At twilight on the 2%th of Qztobar [srasli forcaes
atzackad in tha Sinai. Moshe Dyan, Chief of the I[srazll
Genaral Staff, had clearly statad his objectives: craate a
nrilitary threat to the Suaz Canal by seizing abjectivas in
fts proximity; capture the Straits of Tiran; and, confuse
the organization of Egyptian forces in the Sinai to bring
about thair collapse. (34)

Dyan's intent was simple. Dafeat the Egyptians as
quickly as possible and achieve complete control of the
Sinai. Capture as much as possible of the enemy's equipment
and to maintain the "aim' of the offense until the objective
was gained. (35) His scheme of maneuver called for use of
airborne forces deep to seize key terrain at Mitla Pass and
rapid armored movements to penetrate and move rapidly to
link up with the airborne. Strong points were to be
bypassaed and dealt with latter. The four axes of attacl.
ensured complete control of the Sinai, to include the Gulf
of Akaba, and the approachs from Egypt into the peninsula.
One axis was from Kuntilla to Suez. The second from Kuseime
to Ismaili. The northern axis was from Gaza to Qantara, and
the southern from Eilat to Sharm-El-Shelik. (Figure 5)

The Israeli attack commenced with a parachute drop at
the Mitla pass. The operation was executed as planned;
however, resistance in some areas was stronger than

expected. In fact, 1f Nasser had not thinned his forces in

the Sinai, the fight could have been more difficult. In the




Iinal analysis, though, the Egyptian Army was baing beatan,
and tha central quastion was whethar the Egyptians would ba
abla to offar 2nough rasistance to allow tima for tha
British and French to intervens.

Nagsar was completaly surprised by Israel's strika;
and, when he fully realized it was mora than anothar
reprisal raid, he bglieved that the British wera uiing the
Israclis as their agant to defeat him. He concluded that
tha bulldup action on Cyprus and Malta were deception
oparations and began relnforcing the Sinai with units he had
only recently moved to protect Northern Egypt. (36)

On the 30th of October, the British and French
announcaed theair intent to intervene "...to safe guard the
iree passage of the canal...and that Anglo-French forces
should be allowed to occupy key points at Port Said, Ismaila
and Suez."(37) Israel accepted the ultimatum, Egypt did
not. At last Britain and France could execute their cause
celebra,

This time the allied military was prepared to respond.
British and French Air Forces began operations on 31
October. They quickly gained air superiority and destroyed
the Egyptian Air Force. The air phase of the operation
continued until 5 November while ground assault forces were
being transported from Cyprus.

The airborne operations at Port Said and Port Fouad on
5 November were completely successful. The Egyptian

resistance was completely ineffective and both ports were

secured that day. The next day the amphibious landings were
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mostly adninistrative in nature. The biggest problam facing
the British was tha continuad resistance by the Egypnian

p2orle who had ba2en armed by the local ocfficials. They

sontinuad *¢ harrass the Rritish as they tried %o press on
with <ha oparation. A glaring daficiency in the plan was
tha lack of thought or planning of who and how to administer
tha port cities arfter they had been occupiad. Evantually,
the British had to turn to the Egyptian polica chief to try
to keap order. The police chief, however, had itssued the
order to arm the populace and stil)l took his instructions
Iron the national governmpent even after his appointment by
the British.

In spite of some difficulties everything was on
schadule, and the breakout to [smaili was well on its way to
being executed. The armor had come ashore in the landing
and the bridges out of the port cities had been captured
intact. While there was still some resistance in Port Said,
Port Fouvad was quiet and French forces were in complete
control.

The outcome of the crisis, though, would not be
daternined by military action. VWhatever the military
outcome, the operation was to be a defeat for the allies.
The hoped-for collapse of public will and demand that Nasser
negotiate a settlement or be removed from power did not
occur. The transparent objectives of the intervention
solidified Nasser's support among his people -- even with

those who had opposed him and had been sympathetic to his

downfall. The intervention and bombing quickly rallied




warld opinfion to Nassar's side. He realized that worldwide
Bublic apinion was his greazest foree, and he manipulatad it
skillfully. Ha would b2 able to win batiles his armed forces
couid not.

What had started as a politically and economically
notivated confrontation would end as a result of the same
elernents. The intervention was causing serious economic
strains in England, and the pound sterling was being sold at
an unprecadented rate. Only intervention in the financial
markets by the Bank of England had kept the exchange rate at
a reasonable level, In the process, British reserves had
fallen to less then $100 nmillion dollars. The value of the
pound could only be sustained with a loan from the United
States, and the U.S. would only assist if the Suez operation
ceased. Additionally, the Soviet Union had bluntly
threatened Britain and France with nuclear retaliation if
they did not aad their operations. (38)

At 1800 hours on the 6th of Novenber, the allies
accepted a United Nations resolution for a ceasefire and a
UN-sanctioned international force to secure the Canal Zone.
The ceasefire would be effective at 2400 hours that
night. (39) In the last hours British and French forces made
every attempt to reach as far south as possible along the
canal. Vhen the ceasefire became effective allied forces
had reached as far as El Cap.

On 30 November, the first units of the UN Peacekeeping

Force -- two companies of Danish Infantry ~- arrived and

began occupying positions between Anglo-French forces and




the Egyptians. By 22 Decambar the last of tha allied forezs
had baen withdrawn: and, th2 atterp:z by Britain and France

%0 raastablish their Egyptian domination and topple Nassar

had failed.

In the end, what were the rasults of the avants that
had played out in the six months since Nassar had
nationaliced the canal?

Egypt: Egypt was the victor of the Suez crisis,
Har <control of the canal was sacure., Britain and Franca
wara2 no longer threats to aither her control of the Suez or
hay poiitical leadership. The overwhelnming military defeat
suifered in the Sinai and at Ports Sald and Fouad were
hidden by the crushing political victory Nasser had achieved
as a result of the negotiations to end the crisis. Nasser's
position as leader in Egypt was not only reinforced and more
secure than ever, but also his prestige had increased
immensely. He became the Arab spokesman for pan—Arabism,
took on the causes of anticolonalism, and emerged as a
leader of the Third Vorld.

Britain: Britain was the big loser. She
completely lost her prestige as a world power. Nasser had
not been toppled from power and the nationalization of the
canal had not been reversed. It was obvious that England -
would never again be a dominant world player.

France: The Suez intervention was another in the
long list of places that France would try to stem the tide

of nationalism by military action. As in the other cases,

she also failed in Egypt. Her primary objective of
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2liminating ‘Nasser as a voisca for Arab nationalism and a
supplier of arms to Algeria was no% achievad. Afrer the
war, Egypt, along with othar Arab countrias who ware

inconsaed with French action, inereased their aid to the

Algarian rabels. t40) In the long term, France's realization
rhat England was not a reliable partnar and the iS's fallure i
To stand with her allies gave rise to the policies of
independent action championed by Charles DeGaulle,
Israel: Unlike Britain and France, Israel

achizavad some of her objectives, She freed the Gulf of
Akaba, destroyed the fedayeen bases and dafeated the
Egyptian Army. (41) In retrospect, though, the victories
were hollow. Egypt's armed forces were rebuilt; no long-
ternm deterrent effect had been achieved, Guerrillzs raids
would soon resume, and the need to repeat the preemptive
strike into the Sinal would cause a repeat performance in
little more than 10 years.

Despite the belief of many British and French nilitary
leaders that their forces had achieved a nilitary victory
that was ultimately lost politically, the game was over i
before one shot was fired. KNasser nationalized the canal |
because ha correctly assessed that no one could or would
stop him -- a lack of deterrence. Once he acted, the allies
were incapable of quickly and forcefully mounting an

operation against him. In the final account, in spite of

the professional performance of the British and French

soldiers and leaders, the objectives of the campaign were

not achieved because the canal was, in reality, a means to

|
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an and, nat the end in itsalf., The ultiwats objestiva
was the rapoval of Nasser, and thare was naithar the will
nar tha Zorsas available to ascomplizh that zoal. ALl
vlanring revolved around this ecenzral issue. The inivial
"Muskatear”" was designed o accomplish it militarily,
"Muskateer (Revised)" incorporatéed psychological warfara
tachniguas to acconplish {t. The traglc {law was that it
could not be accomplished. General Beaufre, Daputy
Commander of Alliad Ground Forc¢es for the operation,
2orrectly assessed this fact and believed that the oparation
was an attampt to solve a‘éalitical problem by the nmilitary
2lament of power without proper diplomatic efforts having
baan made to ensure the success of the operation. (42)
Beyond the desire to topple Nasser from power, there
does not appear to have been a clear political goal for
2ither Britain or France. What would havz been the outcone
if Nasser had been overthrown or the Canal Zone occupied?
There was little thought given to who would replace Nasser,
what that person's power base would have been cor his
legitimacy to govern. The reestablishment of colonial

domination by Britain and France would not have been

accepted by the international community. Britain could not

afford to garrisun the Canal Zone once it had been occupled; :
80,000 soldiers had been removed from the zone only iwo
y=2ars before because of the caost. To return to the status

quo’ would not have been acceptable, either, since Nasser had
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shown h2 could run the canal and had acted the rational man.

He had robbed the allies of a tyrant -- unlike the situation '




with the ¥Ynited Statas and Manual Noriaga (n Panams.
Ulnimataly share was nd odbjactive by tha time the operazion
unfalded. This resulzad in the vasillazion batwaen tha
oparations plang; tha collusion witk [sraal; and, in tha
and, tha lack of will on tha part of Eden, both pesonally
and politisally, to continua the aparation. (43)

At the operational leval the rozt glaring failura was
in inzelligance. The overestimation of Egyptian
capabilizias caused military leaders to respond too

zaytiously. Light forces waere available to respond and

0

arriers and rmarines wer2 in the Mediterranean, but the
miscalculation of Egyptian ground and air capabilities
forced planners to prapare for a more ponderous operation
using armor forces. The resulting long preparatory phase
provided time for Nasser and his supporters to manipulate
public opinion to his advantage.

The lack of understanding of limited war.by the
operations planners and leaders multiplied the effect of the
intelligence failure. The military failed to realize the
need to act quickly. The allies' center of gravity was the
will of their leaders and people. In the case of England,
the will of both was broken and the result was defeat.

The lack of proper forces to strike quickly and
forcefully was the culminating failure of the operationm.

The British government had systematically reduced its

e

military forces since World War Il -- reaping its 'peace.

dividend,” so to speak. In 1955 the military philosophy was

to concentrate on nuclear deterrence and home defense. The




army was structurad to meet fts NATO comittments and o
garrigon widely scatterad zatazipns of the Empire. Thare was
a2 strazagic rasarve. This paueity of forces spraad uniis
ac thinly that thare wars faw forces availabla for amergancy
doployrans, and those2 that were were poorly trainad and
inadaguately 2quipped 0 deal with nmodarn weapons systens --
somewhat similar to Korea. The result was a garrison arny
focussad on an European battlefield tncapable of responding
quiskly and forcefully to contingency oparations. (44)

Finally a nmistaken belief that air superiority and
bombing alone would bring about an affantive termination of
hostilitias wag proven wrong. As the U.S. would learn agaln
in Vietnanm, air i3 effactive as a show of resolve but must
be integratad in overall operations to be decisive.

There are saveral political and operational planning
lessons to be gleanad from this campaign., Most the U.S. has
learned and applied in Just Cause. The lesson that s nost
appropriate at this %ime when the military force structure
is being reviewed, is not to get caught in the same trap as
the British. England was unable to deter Nasser because the
nmilitary capability of the nation had not been kept
prepared, I[ts force structure did not meet the needs of the
nation., The forces were not praoperly equipped with
sufficient modern weapons systems to meet the increasing
threat from regional powers and want-to-be powers. The
force was not adequately trained to be a ready and capable

force. Additionally, viable alliances had not bezan

maintained to ensure assistance and basing rights in




svrazagia areas.  In the final anaiysiz Brizains was &
raglional powar with worldwide intaprasse. She 4Aid not hava
tha will 2o provida th: rasour:es to tha nilizary to ansurae
its capabilivy to protact those iatarasts. (I Amarica (g to
continue 1o fulflll.}ta raééonsibility 2 provide »
szaﬁﬁlizing iniluanca‘in the world and, at the same tima

protact i{ts national interests, her political leaders nust

deronstrata the will to provide the roasourcas requirad.
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